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Socio-EconomicIndicatorsin Rural Pakistan:
SomeEvidence
MAHMOOD HASAN KHAN and MAHMOOD I QBAL*
This study attemptsto quantify the inter-provincialand interdistrict
differencesamongvillageswith respectto theavailabilityof andaccessto certain
crucialinputsandserviceswhichaffectthelevelof livingandevenqualityof life
in rural areas.Usingthe taxonomicmethodfor rankorderingandclusteringof
regions,this comparativeanalysisshouldhelpin identifyingtheareas(provinces
or districts)andactivities(or services)in eachareawhichmayrequireimmediate
or specialattentionof policymakersandplanners.
I. INTRODUCTION
Almostthree-quartersof thepopulationof Pakistanresidesin about38,000
villagesormauzas.An evenhigherproportionof therealpoorof thecountrylivein
andaroundthesecommunities.Theyareprobablythemostvisibleandlegitimate
"targetgroups"for rapidsocio-economicdevelopment.Theirindividualeffortsto
breakout of the"viciouscircle"of povertyarefrustratednotonlyby theirown
inabilityto acquiretheneededinformationandresourcesfromthemarket-place,but
alsoby thewoefullyinadequateinfrastructureandsupportservicesprovidedby
thepublicsector.In fact,provisionof inputsandpublicservicescanmakeallthe
differencein thelifeofmanyinruralareas.
As in manyotherunderdevelopedcountries,disparitiesamongcommunities
andindividualsin Pakistanareoftenverystriking. Casualobservationprovides
overwhelmingevidenceof thegenerallyinferiorpositionof theruralfolkvis-a-vis
theirurbancounterparts.The"urbanbias"is evidentin almostallpublicservices
andactivities,althoughruralconstituencyismuchlarger.Butthenvillages,too,have
equallyvisibleand sometimesvastdifferencesineachprovinceandevenwithinone
tehsilor taluka. Finally,the disparitiesbetweenindividualswithina villag~are
perhapsmostdisheartening.For thesedisparities,thereareseveralhistoricaland
contemporaryreasons.
*The authorsare in the Departmentof Economics,Simon FraserUniversity,Canada.
This study was completedwhen they wereVisiting ProfessorandVisiting Economistat the
Applied EconomicsResearchCentre,Universityof Karachi,Pakistan. They are gratefulto
Dr. Tariq Siddiqui for his help in gettingthe relevantvillagestatistics.Also, theythankthe
Editor andrefereesfor theirusefulcommentsonanearlierdraft.
Hereawordonchoiceof indicatorsi in order.Weknowthatlevelsof pro-
ductionandincomein a regiondependonahostof factors.Someof thesefactors
areusedas inputsby individualsfromthemarket-place;othersarenecessarily
providedas infrastructuralservicesor facilitiesby thepublicsector.Also,some
factorsaffectthelevelof productiondirectly,butothershavea lessdirectimpact.
Whileeachof theseindicatorshasits specific(directorindirect)roleindetermining
the standardof living,thetotalimpactis effectedthrougha complexinteractive
process.In thisstudy,we areassumingthattheselectedindicatorsareequally
important.Of course,aswepointoutin thefinalsection,theprecisemagnitudeof
the contributionof eachindicatorcanonly be testedby regressionanalysison
micro-leveldatacollectedatthevillagelevel.
Weadopttwoproceduresin thisstudy. In thefirst,weestablisha ranking
orderof provincesanddistricts.Thesecondprocedureinvolvesgroupingorcluster-
ing of districtswith similarities.Thesemethodsarenotnew. Theyhavebeen
adaptedfromstudiesoninter-countrydifferences[1;6].1
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Theobjecthereis limitedto quantifyingtheinter-provincialndinter-district
differencesamongvillageswithrespecto theavailabilityof andaccessto certain
crucialinputsandserviceswhichmostlikely affectthe incomelevelsandeven
qualityof life. Thiscomparativeanalysishouldhelpin identifyingtheareas(prov-
incesor districts)andactivities(orservices)in eachareawhichmayrequireimme-
diateorspecialattentionof policymakers(politicians)andplanners(bureaucratsor
economists).
Thisstudyis,ofcourse,notthefirstattempttoidentifydifferencesinthelevel
of socio-economicindicatorsin variousadministrativeunits (districts/tehsilsor
talukas)of Pakistan.A largereportby theEsesjayConsultantsin themid-Seventies
[3] wasamongthefewearlierattempts,althoughit wasnotpublishedorcirculated
widely.However,it is importantto stressherethatourstudyissignificantlydiffer-
entfromtheseexercisesand,in atleastonerespect,unique:thetaxonomicmethod
usedhereisdemonstrablyastrongertestthanfactoranalysisorrankcorrelationused
by othersforrankorderingandclusteringof regionsoradministrativeunits.Second-
ly, thisstudyfocusesononlythosesocio-economicindicatorswhichhaveabearing
on thestandardof livingor qualityof lifein ruralareas.Finally,weusethemost
recent(1980)data,whicharealsoprobablymorecompletethanthoseusedinearlier
studies.
Thepaperis organizedasfollows. SectionII containsa descriptionof the
socio-economicindicatorsandexplanationof thenumericalprocedureweusefor
analysis.TheresultsarediscussedinSectionIII. Finally,theconcludingcomments,
includingtheusefulnessandlimitationsof thisexercise,aregivenin SectionIV.
II. METHODANDDATA
Wehaveselected22indicatorsfor theinter-provincialandinter-districtom-
parisonsof ruralife. Wehavedividedtheindicatorsintotwogroups.
GroupA. Heretheindicatorshowtheavailabilityof inputsandfacilities
whichaffectlevelsofproductionandemploymentin thevillage:
1. irrigationfacility,
2. cottageindustry,
3. sweetdrinking-water,
4. electricity,
5. tractors,and
6. tubewells.
GroupB. Theindicatorshereshowthedistanceatwhichthefacilitiesorserv-
icesarelocatedfromthevillage,whichmaydeterminetheeconomicwell-beingand
qualityoflifein thevillage:
1. metalledroad,
2. railwaystation,
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
postoffice,
grainmarket,
fertilizerdepot,
officeof fieldassistant,
tehsiljtalukaheadquarters,
policestation,
dieselpumps,
tractorworkshop,
veterinaryhospital,
civilhospital/dispensary,
bank,
primaryschool,
middleschool,and
highschool.
(1) RankOrderingofProvincesandDistricts
An "ideal"area(provinceor district)is onewhichhasthe"best"valuesfor
eachsocio-economicindicator. The bestvaluesfor the indicatorareeitherthe
highestpercentageof villageswith facilitiesor servicesin GroupA orhighestper-
centageof villageswiththeleastdistance(up to 8 kilometersin eachcase)from
1Comparativeanalysisof regionsand countrieshasbeendoneby methodslike factor
and discriminantanalysis,canonicalcorrelationandmultipleregression.They all imply causal
relationshipswhen, in the complexinteractiveprocessof development,thereis probablyno
one-wayand unambiguousfunctionalrelationshipbetweenthe so-calledindependentand de-
pendentvariables.
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thefacilityor servicein GroupB. Thedifferencebetweenthe"ideal"provinceor
districtand anyobservedprovinceor districtis calledtheDisparityof Develop-
ment(DD)andismeasuredby:
GroupB: onlyonthebasisof indicatorsinGroupB;
GroupC: onthebasisofacompositeofindicatorsinGroupsA andB.
( )
-
[
n
)27'/2
DD iA - i ;; 1 (Xi; - XXi J (1) Thedataonthe22socio-economicindicatorsincludedin thisstudyarefrom
thevillagestatisticspublishedby theAgriculturalCensusOrganisationaspartof the
1980agriculturalcensusinPakistan[8].i= 1,2,...,N
wherex..
I]
= locationof the ith provinceor districtfor thejth indicator;and III. RESULTSANDDISCUSSION
XXi = locationoftheidealprovinceordistrictforthejth indicator.
We will herediscusstheestimationsof rankorderingof thefourprovinces
andrankingsandclusteringof thefiftydistrictsinPakistan.
ThevalueofDD is normalizedby a "critical"valueof thedistancefromtheavail-
ablefacilityof theidealprovinceor district.ThiswillgiveustheLevelofDevelop-
ment(LD). Thevalueof LD will rangefromzero(themostdevelopedprovinceor
district)to one(theleastdevelopedprovinceor district).The"critical"value(C))
of thedistanceiscalculatedby
LD =DDiA
C;X (3)
1. RankOrderingofProvincesandDistricts
Wewill firstdescribethenumericalprocedurewehaveusedin establishing
theranksof provincesanddistrictsonthebasisof thethreesets(groups)of indica-
tors. For GroupA indicators,thevalueof DDiA is theunder-rootof thesumof
squaresof thedifferencebetweenthepercentageweightedaveragesof availability
of facilitiesto villagesin eachdistrictandin theidealdistrict.For GroupB indi-
cators,thevalueof DDiA is likewisetheunder-rootof thesumof squaresof the
differe.ncesbetweenthepercentageweightedaveragesof thelocation(within8kilo-
meters)of thefacilitiesfromvillagesin eachdistrictandin theidealdistrict.An
"ideal"districtis onein whichthehighestproportionofvillageshavefacilitiesof
GroupA andtheleastdistancefromfacilitiesinGroupB.
Theweightfor eacheconomicor socialindicatorin bothGroupsA andB is
calculatedby fmdingthepercentageshareof villagesof a provinceor districtin
totalvillagesin thecountry. For theGroupB indicators,eachfacilityis again
weightedonthebasisof itslocationfromthevillageatdistancesof uptoonekilo-
meter,overoneto threekilometers,andfrommorethanthreeto eightkilometers.
Anaverageisthentakenof theweightedaggregate.
Therankingof provincesor districtsonthebasisof all-indicators,GroupsA
andBtogether,isalsobasedonthevalueofDDiA'
In eachof thethreerankorderings,basedonindicatorsofGroupsA, BandC,
thelowerthevalueof DDiAof adistrictthehigherits standingin theorder.The
valueof LD, whichis theadjustedvalueof DD by the"critical"distance(C))
rangesfromzeroto one. ThecloserthevalueofLD ofadistrictorprovincetozero
thehigheritsrankintheorder.
Resultsof therankingsareshownin Tables1and2. Amongprovinces,the
. Punjabranksfirstin all threeorderings,withSindtakingthesecond,theN.-W.F.P.
thethird,andBaluchistanthelastposition.Moreimportantly,villagesin thePunjab
arebetterplacedthanvillagesinotherprovincesin thecaseofeachindicator,except
1 N {I N f 1 N }'l'1:C"\ =- ~ DD."\+2 - ~ DD."\~ - ~ DD."\ 2.. (2)1\ N i = 1 11\ N i = 1 11\ N i = 1 11\
Thecalculatedvalueof the"critical"distancefromthe"ideal"provinceor
districtis thenusedasthenormalizerfor determiningtheLevelof Development
(LD):
i =1,2,. . .,N
(2) Clusteringof Districts
Withthismethod,wecanidentifyclustersof districtsonthebasisofsimilari-
ties. Euclideandistancesfromonedistricto everyotherdistrictcanbeestimated
andclustersof "primary","secondary"and"tertiary"groupscanbe identified.
Districtsbelongingto differentclustersaredeterminedby thevaluesof theLevel
of Development(LD). Thevaluesrangefrom0.0to 0.49forthe"primary"cluster,
from 0.50to 0.74for the "secondary"cluster,andfrom0.75to 1.0 for the
"tertiary"cluster.
Wewill measuretherankordersandclusterseparatelyfor threegroupsof
socio-economicindicators:
GroupA: onlyonthebasisof indicatorsinGroupA;
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N.-W.F.P. 3 2 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 3
PUNJAB 2 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
SIND 1 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2
BALUCHISTAN 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Table2
MeasuresandRank of Districtsof Pakistanon
Socia-EconomicIndicesof Development
(DD')..)A (LD)A RANK (DD')'../B (LD)B RANK (DD,'})c (LD)c RANK
Peshawar 83.7 0.46 9 625.6 0.65 11 631.1 0.69 11 t:I>cMardan 107.9 0.59 17 731.7 0.76 19 739.6 0.80 18 "c'
Kohat 117.5 0.65 21 269.6 0.80 23 778.5 0.85 23
cD.I. Khan 130.3 0.72 25 767.7 0.80 23 778.6 0.85 23 ;!c
Bannu 107.9 0.59 17 707.4 0.73 16 715.6 0.78 16 ;:!.
Abbottabad 155.5 0.85 32 704.0 0.73 16 720.9 0.79 17 ;r
Mansehra 151.5 0.83 31 729.2 0.76 19 744.7 0.81 19 ..
Rawalpindi 155.6 0.85 32 552.5 0.57 6 573.9 0.62 7 0-O!
Attock 111.2 0.61 19 722.0 0.75 18 730.5 0.79 17 S.
Jhelum 134.0 0.74 26 617.1 0.64 10 631.5 0.69 11 s::
Gujrat 95.3 0.52 14 430.7 0.45 3 441.1 0.48 3 ;p
Sargodha 86.0 0.47 15 584.8 0.61 8 591.0 0.64 8 .....
Mianwali 107.6 0.59 17 693.7 0.72 15 701.9 0.76 15
..
;!
Jhang 72.1 0.39 5 599.2 0.62 9 603.5 0.66 10
Faisalabad 75.7 0.41 6 445.6 0.46 4 451.9 0.49 4
Lahore 38.6 0.21 1 679.6 0.70 14 680.7 0.74 14
Kasur 62.9 0.34 4 651.7 0.68 12 654.7 0.71 12
Sheikhupura 52.1 0.29 3 562.8 0.58 7 565.2 0.61 6
Gujranwala 47.6 0.26 2 506.8 0.52 5 509.0 0.55 5 N
N
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Table2 - (Contd.)
N
N
.j:>.
(DD..,,)A (LD)
RANK (DD.).)B (LD)B RANK (DD..,.)c (LD)c RANKA
Sialkot 89.8 0.49 12 05.9 0.00 1 90.0 0.10 1
Multan 93.8 0.51 13 499.7 0.52 5 508.4 0.55 5
Vehari 81.8 0.45 8 667.0 0.69 13 672.0 0.73 13
Sahiwal 77.9 0.43 7 423.7 0.44 2 430.8 0.47 2
Muzaffargarh 111.7 0.61 19 599.0 0.62 9 609.3 0.66 10
D. G. Khan 125.8 0.69 23 719.3 0.75 18 730.2 0.79 17
...
<:>
Bahawalpur 96.6 0.53 15 661.7 0.69
13 668.7 0.73 13 <:>""
Bahawalnagar 112.6 0.62 20 627.1 0.65 11 637.1 0.69 11 '"
R.Y. Khan 109.1 0.60 18 584.3 0.61 8 594.4 0.65 9
..
;1
Quetta 78.2 0.43 7 805.8 0.84 27 809.5 0.88 25 ..
Pishin 146.7 0.81 29 803.7 0.83 25 816.9 0.89 26
;1
..
;1
Loralai 147.9 0.81 29 791.7 0.82 25 805.4 0.88 25
""
Chagai 165.1 0.91 34 816.5 0.85 28 833.0 0.91
28 ...
Zhob 151.0 0.83 31 805.3 0.84 -27 819.3 0.89 26
<:>
<:>
Sibi 155.0 0.85 32 796.4 0.83 26 811.3 0.88 25
""
Nasirabad 155.3 0.86 33 798.7 0.83 26 813.6 0.89 26
Kacchi 180.8 0.99 36 792.5 0.82 25 816.3 0.89 26
Lasbela 170.0 0.94 35 802.4 0.83 26 820.2 0.90 27
Hyderabad 85.0 0.46 9 757.3 0.79 22 762.0 0.83
21
Badin 137.2 0.75 27 773.6 0.80 23 785.6 0.85 23
Thatta 143.2 0.79 28 778.3 0.81 24 791.3 0.86 24
Continued-
Table2- (Contd.)
Dadu 129.8 0.71 24 764.3 0.79 22 775.2 0.84 22
Tharparkar 149.5 0.82 30 745.5 0.77 20 760.3 0.83 21
Sanghar 125.7 0.69 23 745.1 0.77 20 755.6 0.82 20
Sukkur 88.4 0.48 11 776.0 0.80 23 781.0 0.85 23
Khairpur 81.3 0.45 8 760.6 0.79 22 764.9 0.83 21
Nawabshah 86.3 0.47 10 718.1 0.74 17 723.2 0.79 17
Larkana 110.5 0.61 19 752.3 0.78 21 760.3 0.83 21
Shikarpur 100.0 0.55 16 778.9 0.81 24 785.3 0.86 24
lacobabad 111.8 0.61 19 772.6 0.80 23 780.6 0.85 23
Karachi 124.3 0.68 22 808.4 0.84 27 817.9 0.89 26
Source:[8].
(A) - Availabilityofeconomicfacilitiesinadistrict.
(B)- Closenessofdistricttoeconomicfacilities.
(C) - A & Bboth.
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(a) irrigationfacilityin whichSindis fIrst, (b)sweetdrinking-waterin whichthe
N.-W.F.P.occupiesthetopplace,and (c)electricityin whichtheN.-W.F.P.isfIrst
andSindis second.All of theseresultsareasexpected.ThePunjabhasahigher
proportionof villagesin thebaraniareaswhichdependentirelyonrainfallasagainst
mostvillagesin Sindwhichhaveaccessto perennialandnon-perennialcanals.That
theN.-W.F.P.is aheadin sweetdrinking-waterandelectricityin itsvillagesisalso
welldocumented.However,somewhatsurprisingis thesecondpositionof Sindin
theavailabilityofelectricitytoitsvillages.
Theseaggregate(provincial)resultsarenotdetailedenoughfor ruralplanning
in thefourprovinces.Oneusefulapproachfor thisis therankingof alldistrictsin
thecountry.Thiswillhelpnotonlyinclarifyingtheaggregater sultsforprovinces,
but alsoin identifyingthereallybackwardandadvancedistrictsat thenational
level.Similarexercisecanbedoneineachprovincebyrankingitsdistrictsandeven
tehsilsor talukasseparately:see[4].
Rankordering,on thebasisof indicatorsof GroupsA, B andC, of all the
districtsof PakistanisshowninTable2. In alltheseorderings,thedistrictsfromthe
Punjabareamongthetop20percent.Thebottom20percentin eachcasearethe
districtsin Baluchistan.Onthebasisof GroupA indicators,thetopsevendistricts
(Lahore,Gujranwala,Sheikhupura,Kasur,Jhang,Faisalabad,andSahiwal)areall
fromthePunjab. The districtsof Sindin thetop20 percentareKhairpurand
Hyderabad.Peshawarf omtheN.-W.F.P.andQuettafromBaluchistanarealsoin
thisgroup. Thebottom20percentaremainlyfromBaluchistan:Kacchi,Lasbela,
Chagai,Nasirabad,Sibi,andZhob. Rawalpindiis theonlydistrictfromthePunjab
in thisgroup,andsoisTharparkaralonefromSind.MansehraandAbbottabadfrom
theN.-W.F.P.arealsoin thebottom20percent.
Onthebasisof thedistancefromfacilities,thetop20percentof thedistricts
in GroupBareallfromthePunjab:Sialkot,Sahiwal,Gujrat,Faisalabad,Gujranwala,
Multan,Rawalpindi,Sheikhupura,Sargodha,ndRahimYar Khan. Thebottom20
percentareallfromBaluchistan,exceptforKarachifromSind.
Finally,onthebasisof thecompositeof A andB,thetop20percentdistricts
areallinthePunjabandthebottom20percentareallin Baluchistan,exceptKarachi
andThattafromSind.Therankingonthecompositebasisisnotverydifferentfrom
thatin GroupB. Theweightassignedto thedistancefromvillagesto economicor
socialserviceseemsto havea largebearingon theoverallrankingof a district.
It shouldbenotedthatSialkot,whichhas,overall,thefIrstpositionamongthe
districtsof Pakistan,is in thetop fIvedistricts,no matterwhichrankorderingis
chosen.Sahiwal,Gujrat,FaisalabadandGujranwalaaretheotherfour,andtheyare
allin thePunjab.ChagaifromBaluchistanranksatthebottominthecountry,and
it is followedcloselyby otherdistrictsof Baluchistani everyordering:Zohb,
Kacchi,Lasbela,Sibi,andNasirabad.Thetopandbottomrankings,nomatterwhich
setof indicatorsonecaresto choose,arenotentirelysurprising:thetopdistrictsare
concentratedin the centralandeasternregionsof thePunjabandthebottom
districtsin thesettledareasofBaluchistan.
2. Clusteringof Districts
The positionof a districtis determinednot onlyby its distancefromthe
"ideal"district,aswasdonein rankingthedistricts,butalsofromitscloseness(or
Euclideandistance)to otherdistricts.It is quitepossiblethatsimilardistrictsmay
havedifferentranks. The"neighbours"of a districtcanbeclassedasprimary,
secondaryandtertiary,basedonthevaluesof LD. Theprimaryclusterhasdistricts
whichhavethelowestvaluesof LD, or whicharethe"mostdeveloped",andare
followedby thesecondarycluster(the"moderatelydeveloped"districts),andthe
t~rtiarycluster(the"leastdeveloped"districts).In Table3, thesethreetypesof
clustersaregivenforeachgroupof indicators,A, BandC.
Theprimaryclustercomprisesmainlythedistrictsof thePunjab,particularly
on thebasisof indicatorsof GroupsBandC. Onlya fewdistricts,likePeshawar
(N.-W.F.P.),Quetta(Baluchistan),Hyderabad,Sukkur,Khairpur,andNawabshah
(Sind),fmdaplacein theprimaryclusteronthebasisof theindicatorsofGroupA.
Thesecondaryandtertiaryclustersin thethreeGroups(A, B andC)thenhavemost
otherdistricts,particularlyfromSind,theN.-W.F.P.,andBaluchistan,i thatorder.
Thefewdistrictsof thePunjabin theprimaryclustershavetheirdistant"neigh-
bours"mostlyin SindandBaluchistan.Theircloseneighboursarealsothedistricts
fromthePunjab.
If wedeterminetheclustersof districtsonthebasisof individualindicators,
asareshownin Table4, thecloseneighboursmaybequitedispersedgeographically.
For example,JacobabadandRawalpindiaretheclosestneighboursin irrigation
facility,andQuetta ndLahorearetheclosestneighboursforelectricityinvillages.
Similarly,the farthestneighboursin theclusteringbasedon individualindicators
couldbeinthegeographicneighbourhood.
IV. LIMITATIONSANDPOLICY IMPLICATIONS
Thenumericalproceduresusedin rankorderingandclusteringof areasor
regionsarenotwithoutlimitations.Foronething,theproblemofcollinearityisnot
entirelyeliminated.If specifIcindicatorshavehighcorrelationwitheachother,the
individualeffectof thecollinearindicatorscannotbe assessedaccurately.The
secondproblemhastodowiththeimpliedassumptionthatalltheselectedindicators
areequallyimportant.Thisis amatterofjudgementwhethertheseindicatorsplay
equallyimportantrolein determiningtheproductionlevelsandqualityoflifeinthe
countryside.
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Table3
OustersofDistrictsofPakistan
Availabilityof EconomicFacilities(A)
Primary:
Peshawar,Sargodha,Jhang,Faisalabad,Lahore,Kasur,Sheikhupura,Gujran-
wala,Sialkot,Vehari,Sahiwal,Quetta,Hyderabad,Sukkur,Khairpur,Nawab-
shah.
Secondary:
Mardan,Kohat,D. I. Khan,Bannu,Attock,Jhelum,Gujrat,Mianwali,Multan,
Muzaffargarh,D. G. Khan,Bahawalpur,Bahawalnagar,R. Y. Khan,Dadu,
Sanghar,Larkana,Shikarpur,Jacobabad,Karachi.
Tertiary:
Abbottabad,Mansehra,Rawalpindi,Pishin,Loralai,Chagai,Zhob, Sibi,
Nasirabad,Kacchi,Lasbela,Badin,Thatta,Tharparkar.
ClosenesstoEconomicFacilities(B)
Primary:
Gujrat,Faisalabad,Sialkot,Sahiwal.
Secondary:
Peshawar,Bannu,Abbottabad,Rawalpindi,Jhelum,Sargodha,Mianwali,
Jhang,Lahore,Kasur,Sheikhupura,Gujranwala,Multan,Vehari,Muzaffar-
garh,Bahawalpur,Bahawalnagar,R. Y. Khan,Nawabshah.
Tertiary:
Mardan,Kohat,D. I. Khan,Mansehra,Attock,D. G. Khan,Quetta,Loralai,
Chagai,Zhob,Sibi,Nasirabad.Pishin,Kacchi,Lasbela,Thatta,Dadu,Thar-
parkar,Sanghar,Khairpur,Larl~ana,Shikarpur,Jacobabad,Karachi.
(C)
Primary:
Gujrat,Faisalabad,Sialkot,Sahiwal.
Secondary:
Peshawar,Rawalpindi,Jhelum,Sargodha,Jhang,Lahore,Kasur,Sheikhupura,
Gujranwala,Multan,Vehari,Muzaffargarh,Bahawalpur,Bahawalnagar,R. Y.
Khan.
Tertiary:
Mardan,Kohat,D. I. Khan,Bannu,Abbottabad,Mansehra,Attock,Mianwali,
D. G. Khan,Quetta,Pishin,Loralai,Chagai,Sibi,Zhob,Nasirabad,Kacchi,
Lasbela,Hyderabad,Badin,Thatta,Dadu,Tharparkar,Sanghar,Sukkur,
Khairpur,Nawabshah,Larkana,Shikarpur,Jacobabad,Karachi.
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230 Mahmood Hasan Khan and Mahmood Iqbal
Thepolicyimplicationsof thisexercisearealmostself-evident.I isapowerful
techniqueforidentifyingthe relatively"backward"and"advanced"administrative
orpoliticalunitsin thecountry.Thisshouldhelppolicymakersandplannersinallo-
catingdevelopmentalresourcesto servicesandfacilitiesin regions(orareas)where
thedeficienciesareevidentlyserious.Thatis notall. Thetaxonomicmethodcan
becomean evenmorepotenttool for planningpurposesat thelocallevelif the
resultson rankorderingandclusteringof districtsby selectedsocio-economicindi-
catorsarecomparedwithevidenceonlevelsof landandlabourproductivities,rural
incomepercapita,andshareof eachdistrict(ortehsil/taluka)inthelevelofincome
or productionof theprovince(ordistrict).Thiswill,however,equireanewsetof
datafromrecentsamplesurveysandaggregatefiguresfromthe 1980agricultural
census.2
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